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Abstract (Conti nued)

The selected remedial action for this site includes consolidating waste materials from
di sposal area A after consolidation; treating 67,650 cubic yards of waste and 112, 000
cubi c yards of contam nated sub-soil materials in disposal area A using in-situ vapor
extraction (I SVE) and treating off-gas em ssions using carbon adsorption, followed by
regenerating the spent carbon fromthe off-gas treatment process; and inplementing site
access restrictions and institutional controls including deed restrictions to prevent
installation of drinking water wells and to protect the integrity of the cap. The
estimted present worth cost for the remedial action is $3,299.000 which includes an
annual O&M cost of $29,530 for 30 years.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS: The goal of ISVE will be a 90 percent renoval of the VOCs
fromthe waste and contam nated sub-soil. O f-gas extracts fromthe ISVE will be treated
to nmeet State em ssion standards.




HAGEN FARM SI TE, W
SOURCE CONTRCL OPERABLE UNI'T

DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON

Site Nane and Location

Hagen Farm Site, Source Control Operable Unit
Dane County, W sconsin

St atenent of Basi s and Pur pose

Thi s deci sion docunent represents the selected renedial action for

t he Hagen Farmsite, in Dane County, Wsconsin, Source Contro
Operabl e Unit, which was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive
Envi ronment Response, Conpensation and Liability Act 1980 (CERCLA),
as anmended by the Superfund Amendnents and Reaut hori zati on Act of
1986 (SARA) and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and
Hazar dous Substance Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).

This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record of file for the
Hagen Farm site.

The State of Wsconsin concurs with the sel ected renedy.

Assessnent of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site,
i f not addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this
Record of Decision (ROD), may present an imm nent and substantia
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Descri pti on of Renedy

This source control operable unit is the first of two operable units
for the site. The selected renedial action for this operable unit
addresses the source of contam nation by remedi ati on of on-site

wast es and contam nation sub-surface soils.

The maj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

% Wthin the larger area of contam nation (AOC), consolidation
of non-native material fromdisposal areas B and Cinto
di sposal area A with subsequent backfilling of disposal areas
B and Cwith clean soil material;

% Installation of WNDR NR 504 solid waste cap over disposa
area A after consolidation



2

% In-Situ Vapor Extraction of the waste refuse and sub-surface
soils in disposal area A

% O f-gas treatnment through carbon adsorption;
% Regeneration of carbon fromthe off-gas treatnent;

% Installation and mai ntenance of a fence around di sposal areas
A, B, and C during renedial activities; and

% Deed and access restrictions to prevent installation of
drinking water wells within vicinity of the disposal areas
and to protect the cap.

The foll owi ng component of the selected renedy will be eval uated
during the inplenentation of in-Situ Vapor Extraction:

% Determ nation of the optinmum anount of essential nutrients
(e.g., noisture, nitrogen, oxygen, and phosphate) to be added
to the waste refuse and sub-surface soils in order to pronote
natural mcrobial activities, w thout decreasing the nass
renoval of the volatile organic conpounds through in-Situ
Vapor Extraction.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renedy is protective of human health and the
environnent, conplies with Federal and State environnmenta
requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
to the renedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes
per manent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the
maxi mum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for
renmedi es that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or
vol une as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining
on-site, arevieww |l be conducted within five years after
commencenent of renedial action to ensure that the remedy continues
to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent.

/%é’@ // %Mﬂ Solonider 17 f;o.

Valdas V. hdamk ' Date
Eeglonal Adminigtrator
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ROD SUMVARY
HAGEN FARM SUPERFUND SI TE, SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNI T
DANE COUNTY, W SCONSI N

SI TE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Hagen Farm Site (the "Site") is |located at 2318 County Hi ghway A,
approxi mtely one mle east of the Gty of Stoughton, Dane County,

W sconsin. The 10-acre Site is situated in a rural surrounding that is
dom nated largely by sand and gravel mning and agriculture. Soil and
gravel mning operations are |ocated northwest, northeast and south of
the Site. The Stoughton Airfield is |ocated adjacent to the northwest
corner of the Site. County Hi ghway "A’ passes just south of the Site
(See Figure 1).

The City of Stoughton's municipal wells are | ocated approximately two
mles to the west, and eight private wells are |ocated within 1,200 feet
of the Site. The private wells located at the Site are no |onger in use.
Approxi mately 350 people reside within one mle of the Site.

The Site is located in the Yahara River watershed, in an area of flat to
gently rolling topography. The Yahara River is |ocated approximtely 1.5
mles to the West and flows in a southerly direction. The |land surface
generally slopes toward the Yahara River from topographically high areas
| ocated to the northeast and east. Surface water drainage in the area is
general |y poorly devel oped, apparently due to perneable surface soils. The
only substantial surface water bodies in the area are a pond | ocated
approximately 1/2 mle south of the Site and the Yahara River. There is no
desi gnated Wsconsin State significant habitat, or historic |andmark site
directly or potentially affected. There are no endangered species within
close proximty of the Site.

The Site is located in an area dom nated by gl acial outwash deposits,
whi ch extend approximately one-half mle to the northeast. These
deposits are dom nated by sand and gravel. Beyond this, ground noraine
and occasional drumins are encountered. Lacustrine deposits associ ated
with G acial Lake Yahara are | ocated approximately one-eighth mle
sout h. Bedrock, primarily sandstones and dol omites, underlie the gl acial
deposits in this area. Bedrock generally slopes fromthe west to

sout hwest, toward a preglacial valley associated with the Yahara River.
The depth to bedrock ranges from50 to 80 feet near the Site.

The current Site topography is the result of sand and gravel mning and
wast e di sposal activities. Prior to these activities, the ground surface
probably sl oped fromthe existing topographically high area | ocated west
and northwest toward the southeast and east. The excavated area in the
nort hwest corner of the property is flat. This flat area is separated by
aridge fromthe water-filled depression |ocated to the northeast.

Wthin the Site's larger "Area of Contam nation (AOC)”, waste di sposa
took place within three subareas. These subareas are A (6 acres, |ocated
in the
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southern portion of the Site), B and C (1.5 acres each, located in the

nort heastern portion) (See Figure 2). Al three Areas reside within the
Site's formally defined ACC. The Site has been covered with soil and is
partially vegetated with grasses and tall trees.

SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

The Site was operated as a sand and gravel pit prior to the late 1950's.
bservati ons suggest gravel operations enconpassed an area bounded by
the current access road to the east, the former Schroeter property
boundary to the west and the current property boundary to the north (See
Figure 2). Mning operations reportedly term nated approximtely 14 to
18 feet bel ow ground surface. Excavation nay have ceased at this depth
due to the presence of groundwater, nore fine grained materials, or a
change in sand and gravel quality.

The gravel pit was then used for dislposal of waste materials fromthe
late 1950s to the m d-1960s. During the period that the Site was
operated as a disposal facility, the property was owned by Nora Sundby.
The Site was operated by Cty D sposal Corporation. Cty Disposa

Cor porati on was subsequently purchased by Waste Managenent of W sconsin
I ncorporated (“WW?”). City D sposal was al so the transporter of nuch of
the waste that was deposited at the Site. The Site is currently owned by
WWY. It is known that Uniroyal, Incorporated (“Uniroyal”) generated

i ndustrial waste, sane of which was deposited at the Site beginning
sonetime in 1962 and continuing through August 1966.

Wast e sol vents and other various organic materials, in addition to the
muni ci pal wastes, were disposed of at the Site, including acetone, butyl
acetate, 1-2-dichloroethylene, tetrahydrofuran, solid vinyl, sludge

mat eri al containi ng nethyl ethyl ketone and xyl enes, and toluene. In a
103(c) Notification submtted to the United States Environnental
Protection Agency ("U. S. EPA") by Uniroyal, in June 1981, Uniroyal

i ndi cated that FO0O3 and FOO5 wastes, which are hazardous wastes w thin

t he neani ng of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (“RCRA"), 42
U S.C 6901, also were disposed of at the Site. This site stopped
accepting waste in 1966, prior to regulation of hazardous waste di sposal
by RCRA Subtitle C.

Begi nning in Novenber 1980, in response to conplaints received from

| ocal residents, the Wsconsin Departnment of Natural Resources (“WDNR')
began conducti ng groundwater sanpling at nearby private water supply
well's. Sampling of the on-Site nonitoring wells during the period

1980- 1986 i ndi cated certain organi c conpounds were present in the
groundwat er, including benzene, ethyl benzene, tetrahydrofuran, xylenes,
and tol uene.

In addi tion, nearby private water supplies on adj acent properties have al so
shown detectable | evels of volatile organi c conmpounds (VOCs). The private
wells located on the Site bad been inpacted by acetone, tetrahydrofuran,
vinyl chloride, xylene, trans 1,2-dichlorethene, and trichl oroethyl ene.

In 1983, the State of Wsconsin brought an enforcenment action for
abatenment of a public nuisance against WWNI and Uniroyal. At the sane
time, nearby
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residents at the Site brought a civil action agai nst WW and Uniroyal,
seeking civil damages for reduced property values and potential health
hazards resulting from groundwater and well contam nation. The State of
W sconsin obtained a dism ssal of its 1983 enforcenent action agai nst

WWN and Uniroyal after the Site was |listed on the National Priorities

List (“NPL”). In 1986, the parties to civil litigation brought by the
nearby residents to the Site agai nst WWNI and Uni royal reached a
settlenent. The exact terns of the settlenent were confidential. It is

known, however, that one of the terns of the settlenment required WW to
purchase the Site property fromOQrin Hagen, as well as other property

| ocated adjacent to the Site. Upon acquiring these properties, WW
razed the structures constructed thereon.

The Site was proposed for inclusion on the NPL on Septenber 18, 1985.
The Site was placed on the NPL in July of 1987. Subsequently, WWAN and
Uniroyal, the two potentially responsible parties ("PRPs") naned by U S.
EPA in connection with the Site to date, entered into an Adm nistrative
Order by Consent (U.S. EPA Docket No. VW87-C- 016, dated Septenber 14,
1987) (the "Consent Order") with the U S. EPA and the WDNR. I n the
Consent Order, WMWN and Uniroyal agreed to conduct a Renedi al

I nvestigation and Feasibility Study (“RI/FS") at the Site. Accordingly,
in July of 1988, upon U S. EPA approval, in consultation with the WNR
of the required Wrk Plans, fieldwrk at the Site comrenced.

Two operable units, which are being conducted concurrently, have been
defined for the Site. Qperable Unit (“QUJ) I, which is the Source
Control Qperable Unit ("SCOU'), is intended to address waste refuse and
sub-surface soils ("Waste/sub-Soils") at disposal area A and the two
smal | er disposal areas B and C. QU Il, which is the G oundwater Control
Qperable Unit ("GCQU'), is intended to address the contani nated
groundwater at the Site. The QU approach was agreed upon after

di scussions anong U.S. EPA, WONR, and PRPs during the early phase of the
i npl emrentation of the Work Plan for the R

The RI for the SCOU was conpleted in early 1989, and the Technica

Menmor andum for the SCOU was submitted in March 1989. The Rl for the GCOU
was initiated in July 1989 and the Techni cal Menorandum for GCOU was
submitted in February 1990. Currently, additional field activities to
define the extent of plumm gration are ongoing. The Rl report for the
GCAU, including the Endangernent Assessnent, is scheduled for conpletion
in July 1991. The ROD for the GCQU is schedul ed for early 1992.

COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

A Community Relations Plan for the Site was finalized in July 1988. This
docunent |ists contacts and interested parties throughout the |ocal and
governnment comunity. It al so establishes comruni cati on pathways to
ensure tinely dissenm nation of pertinent information. The RI/FS and the
Proposed Plan for the SCOU were released to the public in July 1990. All
of these docunments were nade available in the information repositories
mai ntai ned at the Stoughton Public Library and Kl ongland Realty. An

adm ni strative record file containing these docunents and ot her

site-rel ated docunents was
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pl aced at the Stoughton Public Library. The notice of availability of

t hese docunents was published in the Stoughton Courier-Hub and Madi son
Capital Times on July 5, 1990. Press releases were also sent to al

| ocal nedia. A public comrent period was held fromJuly 11, 1990 to
August 10, 1990. In addition, a public neeting was held on August 2,
1990 to present the results of the RI/FS and the preferred alternative
as presented in the Proposed Plan for the Site. All coments which were
received by U S. EPA during the public conrent period, including those
expressed verbally at the public neeting, are addressed in the

Responsi veness Summary which is the third section of this ROD

A public neeting was held on July 27, 1989 to explain the findings of
the RI and the operable unit approach. A fact sheet was devel oped in

conjunction with this neeting. Advertisenents were placed to announce
the neeting and a press release was sent to all local nmedia. Prior to
the public neeting, U S. EPA representatives held a separate briefing
for Town officials.

A press rel ease was sent to |ocal nedia on March 27, 1989 to update the
community on the progress of Dane County, Wsconsin Superfund sites,
i ncl udi ng Hagen Farm

An Rl "Kickoff" neeting was held on July 14, 1988 to explain the R
process. A fact sheet was devel oped in conjunction with this neeting.
Advertisenents were placed in the Madison Capital Tinmes and Stoughton
Courier-Hub and a press release was sent to all |ocal nedia.

Upon the signing of the Consent Order in July 1987, U S. EPA held a
30-day public conment period. A press release was sent to all |oca
nmedi a and advertisenents were placed.

LV SCORE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

This response action is a final source control operable unit and is
consi stent to the nmaxi num extent practicable with Section 300.430 (e)(3)
of the National Contingency Plan (“NCP”). This final source contro
operable unit is being inplenented to protect human health and the
environnent by controlling the mgration and reduci ng the vol une of
contam nants fromthe Waste/ sub-Soils to the groundwater. This ROD
addresses the source of groundwater contam nation, nanely the waste mass
in the ACC consisting of subareas A, B, and C and the underlying
cont am nated sub-soils.

This source control action, by reducing the toxicity and controlling the
m gration of contam nants, is fully consistent with all future site
wor k, including the ongoing groundwater investigation at the Site. In
addition, this action will positively affect the cost of the fina
groundwat er renedy by linmting the anount of groundwater that is likely
to become contam nated fromthis source.

The nedia that poses the greatest risk is considered to be the
groundwat er cont am nant plunme. The contam nated Waste/ sub-Soils are
considered to be a long-termthreat to human health and environment,
primarily as a principal



source of groundwater contam nation. The VOCs in the WAaste/sub-Soils are
consi dered to be the principal threat for this SCOU.

The groundwater contam nation prcblemw || be addressed in a future
GCOU, Record of Decision which is expected to be the final action for
the Site.

The FS identified two renedi al objectives for the SCOU based on the data
obtai ned during the RI and the possible exposure routes identified. The
objectives identified in the FS are:

1) To reduce or minimze direct contact with contam nated waste
and soils; and,

2) To reduce or minimze rel ease of contam nants to the
gr oundwat er .

V_SUMVARY OF SITE CHARACTERI STI CS

In March, 1989, a Technical Menorandum for the SCOU was conpl et ed under
t he gui dance and oversight of U S. EPA and WDNR. The Renedi al

I nvestigation (i.e., Technical Menorandum #1) for the SCOU was to
determ ne the nature and extent of contam nation at the source, and

eval uat e possi bl e exposure pat hways. The report summarized all soil-gas,
test-pit, soil, air, and on-site groundwater analytical data that had
been col |l ected. This report should be consulted for a nore through
description of the site characteristics.

The following are the results of Rl at the Site:

S Based an the geophysical survey, soil-gas, and test-pit survey, it
appears that nost of the waste disposal activity occurred in di sposa
area A. Disposal area A enconpasses approximately six acres (100 feet
| ong and 400 feet wide). The wastes within disposal area A are buried
to a depth of two to three feet near the eastern edge, to a depth of
16 feet near the center. Eight feet is the average overall thickness
of buried wastes. The vol une of waste for disposal area Ais
estimated at 67,650 cubic yards. The test-pit survey and refuse
borings indicate that the type of waste present in disposal area A
i ncl udes plastic sheeting, paper-coated plastic, paint sludge,
grease, rubber, and municipal waste, such as wood, gl ass, paper, and
scrap netal. No druns were discovered during the test-pit excavation
activity.

Based upon refuse borings, test-pits, and groundwater table
nmeasurenments, the bottom of the waste refuse naterial is estinmated to
be 10 to 15 feet above the seasonal high water table in disposal area
A. The volune of unsaturated sub-waste soils for disposal area Ais
approxi mately 112,000 cubi c yards.

Di sposal areas B and C seemto contain only scattered donestic

wast es. A geophysical survey, test-pits and soil gas tests revealed a
smal | quantity of municipal waste in disposal areas B and C It
appears that disposal areas B and C were not used for the disposal of
I ndustri al



wast e.

Surficial soils are thin or absent aver nost of the waste refuse
areas. The waste is unsaturated. Contani nant novenent through the
waste occurs as surface water percolates into the waste mass and
di ssol ved contam nants infiltrate through underlying unsaturated
soils to the water table. Soil erosion could contribute to sone
novenent of contam nants, but is not considered a primary pathway
because the Site has a relatively flat, vegetated topography.

During the soil-gas survey, VOCs detected include acetone, benzene,
tol uene, 2-hexanone, ethyl benzene, and xyl enes. The distribution of
VOCs in disposal area A appears to be fairly scattered, however, no
detects occurred in the northwest section of disposal area A

To determne if the waste was "characteristic" according to RCRA
Subtitle C, an Extraction Procedure (“EP’) toxicity and Flanmability
test was conducted on a conposite sanple of refuse boring and soi
boring spoils. Results of the EP toxicity characteristic test
indicate that the waste refuse does not exhibit EP toxicity as
defined by Wsconsin Adm nistrative Code (“WAC’) NR 181.

Conpounds detected in the source characterization wells (groundwater
beneat h di sposal area A) include tetrahydrofuran, xylenes,

et hyl benzene, toluene, and 2-butanone. The hi ghest concentrations of
t hese conpounds, such as tetrahydrofuran (630 parts per mllion
(ppm), xylenes (35 ppm), and 2-butanone (4400 ppn) were observed in
wel | SCWL, near the southern end of disposal area A. Sem -VQOCs, such
as benzoic acid (29 ppm, 4-nethylphenol (6 ppm), and phenol (6 ppm
were al so detected in the groundwater at the Site. Table 1 summarizes
the VOC and sem - VOC groundwat er concentration data.

The results of the air analysis indicated | ow concentrations of a
number of VOCs, generally below 10 parts per billion (ppb), in each
of the sanples collected. Two conpounds, nethylene chloride and
trichl orofl uornmethane, were detected at higher concentrations in the
sanpl es (approximately 100 ppb). However, these conpounds were al so
identified in associated trip blanks. Air VOC concentrations neasured
fromdownwi nd | ocation were riot substantially different fromthose
nmeasured at the other |ocations. These data do not identify an

at nospheric gradi ent of VOCs across the waste area, because the type
and magni tude of Vocs identified fromupw nd sanples were simlar to
downwi nd sanpl es.

The screened data for the waste refuse indicate that waste refuse
material at the Site contains sem -VoCs, such as butyl benzyl pht hal ate
(18 ppm, and bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate (120 ppm). Low | evel s of
poly chlorinated bi phenyls (“PCBs”), in the range of 300 ppb were

al so detected in the waste refuse (See Table 2).

Surface water does not appear to be a direct pathway for contam nant
mgration, due to a |lack of an established surface water drai nage
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system Furthernore, based on surface water quality results and
inferred groundwater flow paths, it appears the drainage ditch east
of the Site and Sunby's pond to the south are not groundwater

di scharge points.

The results of the Rl at the Site indicate that the waste refuse
materials in disposal area A have been and continue to be a source for
sub-surface soil and groundwater contam nation.

The investigation for the groundwater contam nation at the Site is
expected to be conpleted by the end of 1990. Initial results of the

i nvestigation indicate that the groundwater flows to the south and that
the contam nant plune extends south of the pond | ocated one-half mle
fromthe Site. The exact boundary of the southern edge of the plunme has
not yet been determ ned. Seven residential wells |ocated downgradient of
the Site were sanpled on August 1990 for any potential inpact fromthe
contam nant plunme. More details of the nature and extent of the
groundwat er contam nant plume will be addressed in the subsegent GCOU

VI SUMVARY OF SITE RI SKS

This section qualitatively describes the risks posed by contam nants in
Wast e/ sub-Soils to human health and the environnent. Based on the

hi storical findings and on-site groundwater data, which exceeded the
drinking water and groundwater, quality standards of the U S. EPA and
the WDNR, respectively, it is determned that remedial action is needed
to address the source of the groundwater contam nation. Because this
remedy is a source control operable unit, a final baseline risk
assessment for the Site is not available. No quantitative risk nunbers
have been cal cul ated for exposure to site contam nants. However,
qualitative risk information is organi zed and outlined belowto
denonstrate that action is necessary to stabilize the site and prevent
the degradation of the groundwater. The baseline risk assessnent for the
Site will be conducted later during the GCQOU phase.

The greatest risk present at the Site is fromthe groundwater

contam nati on. However, the source of the groundwater contami nation is
the contam nation found in the Waste/sub--Soils at the Site.

The following is a qualitative discussion of the site risks.

(A) Contam nants of Concern

The foll ow ng chenicals have been detected in soil gas, |eachate and on-
site groundwater wells at concentrations above background, and screened

wast e refuse anal yses and can be inferred to be present in source
wast es.

VQCs Seni - VOCs

C Et hyl benzene C Benzyl al cohol C bis éZ-chIoroispPrOEyl) et her
C Tol uene ¢ Phenol C bis (2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate
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C Xyl enes C 4- Met hyl phenol C 4-chl oro- 3- net hyl phenol
C Tetrahydrofuran ¢ 2,4-D nethyl phenol ¢ diethyl phthal ate

C 2- But anone ¢ Benzoic Acid C di-n-octyl phthal ate

C Vinyl chloride ¢ Naphat hal ene C 1, 4-di chl or obenzene

C Acetone Cc Dieldrin C 4, 4- DDE

C Benzene C PCBs

In addition, inorganic conpounds such as |ead and bariumwere al so
detected at the Site at concentrations above background.

Tabl e 3 conpares the concentrations of these contam nants detected in
groundwater at the Site with Federal and State Standards. As indicated
in this table, the |l evels of contam nants found at the source
characterization wells far exceed Federal and State standards. For the
case of Tetrahydrofuran, the nost frequently detected conpound at the
Site, the level (630,000 ppb) is 12,600 tinmes higher than the State
groundwat er enforcenment standard (50 ppb). This data clearly indicates
that the Waste/sub-Soils are acting as a source of groundwater

contam nation. This source will continue to | oad contam nants to the
groundwat er unl ess addressed by a renedi al action.

(B) Exposure Assessnent

The exposure assessnent identifies potential pathways and routes for
contam nants of concern to reach the receptors. The potential exposure
pat hways are: exposure to air emssions fromthe landfill, direct
contact exposure to contam nated waste and soils, and exposure to
cont am nat ed groundwat er

At present, the wastes do not appear to be a source of exposure via

i nhal ation of volatilized chemcals. A prelimnary evaluation of ambient
air quality at the Site boundary did not identify an elevated | evel of
VOC emi ssions. In addition, active generation of landfill gas, which can
facilitate VOC em ssions, is not occurring at the Site. Based on these
prelimnary air quality data, it appears that the air contam nants

rel eased fromthe Site to the downwi nd residents do not pose a risk to
human heal th or the environment.

Wastes at the Site are covered with approximately 1 to 3 ft of soil

much of which supports thick vegetation. However, sone areas of the Site
are not vegetated and show exposed waste material. Therefore, a
potential exists for direct human contact with waste. The nost |ikely
popul ati on group which may conme in contact with the site is anticipated
to be periodic trespassers. This population group is snmall, because the
Site is secured fromincidental trespass by a fence and because the

| ocation is in a rural area which is not heavily popul ated. These

i ndi vidual s may i ncur contam nant exposure by skin contact with waste
and by incidental ingestion of waste material adhering to hands.

Cont am nants contained in the waste have affected groundwater in the
vicinity of the Site. Data obtained fromon-Site groundwater indicates
that substantial amounts of contam nants have been rel eased fromthe
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Wast e/ sub-Soils to the groundwater. Present risks fromthe groundwater
are unacceptable. As shown in Table 3, the contaninants in the on-Site
groundwat er exceed Federal and State Standards. Continued | eachi ng of
contam nants fromthe Waste/sub-Soils to the groundwater will result in
conti nued unacceptabl e risks. Should the contami nants mgrate to
existing private wells, or in the unlikely event of future site

devel opnent involving the installation of a water supply well,
cont am nant exposure via groundwater use and consunption may occur. MNore
detail ed eval uation of both current and future potential human health
and environnment risks associated with contam nated groundwat er exposure
will be addressed in steps of GCOU.

I mpl ement ati on of the selected renedy as presented by this SCOU wi ||
reduce exposure to contam nated soils, control air em ssions, and
mnimze or reduce contam nant mgration to the groundwater.

(© Environnental Assessnent

The natural habitat existing prior to sand and gravel m ning operations
at the Site was destroyed. At present, the waste disposal area is
covered with a layer of soil material which supports vegetation
primarily consisting of grasses and other herbaceous plants, with sone
tall trees. This area is likely frequented by wildlife including birds,
smal | mammal s and deer. Al though an inventory of plant and ani mal
speci es has not been performed, the Site is not known to be inhabited by
rare or endangered species. Land in the vicinity has been devel oped for
agricultural, mning and commerci al purposes. Sensitive ecol ogica
habitats (e.g., wetlands) are not in close proximty to the site. The
Site is not in a floodplain. The potential adverse inpacts of Site
wast es on the surroundi ng ecol ogy are not consi dered appreciable in
conparison to the | oss of habitat which historically occurred during the
active sand and gravel mning phase of the Site.

Vi1 DOCUMENTATI ON OF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

No significant changes have been nade since the publication of the FS
and Proposed Plan in July 1990.

Vi1 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Al ternatives for the renedi ati on of contam nated Waste/ sub-Soils, were
devel oped to achieve the foll ow ng goals:

S mnimze the potential for direct contact with the contam nation;

S mnimze the potential for mgration of waste/sub-Soils
contam nants into the groundwater.

A conprehensive |ist of appropriate remnmedi al technol ogies was identified
for Source Control. These technol ogi es were screened based on their
cost,
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inplementability and effectiveness, characteristics of the Site and the
characteristics of the contam nants. Technol ogi es which satisfied the
initial screening requirenments were refined to formrenedial action
alternatives. The five alternatives devel oped are detail ed bel ow.

The source control alternatives are:

Nn Aternative 1 No Acti on;

Nn Alternative 2 Cappi ng;

n Alternative 3: In-Situ Vapor Extraction and Cappi ng;

n Aternative 4 Wast e Consolidation with Biological Treatnent,

Vapor Extraction and Cappi ng; and,

n Alternative 5: Wast e Excavation with on-Site |ncineration, Vapor
Extracti on and Cappi ng.

A description of each of these options foll ows:

ALTERNATI VE 1: NO ACTI ON

This alternative is evaluated as required by the NCP to determ ne the
public health, public welfare and environnental consequences of taking
no further action.

ALTERNATI VE 2: CAPPI NG

Non-native materials (i.e., solid waste materials) as determ ned based
on visual inspection, |ocated within disposal areas B and C woul d be
consolidated into disposal area A before cap construction begins,

al though additional fill material nmay be required to satisfy m ni num
sl ope requirenents. Gradi ng woul d be acconplished using conventiona
construction equi pnent. The final grade would be constructed so that
precipitation would be directed away fromthe source waste. Drainage
swal es woul d be constructed to direct runoff to match existing surface
flow patterns. After the desired slope is obtained, the necessary cap
materi al s woul d be pl aced.

In the FS, three types of caps were considered: capping to upgrade the
exi sting cover to neet the requirenents for facilities wthout an
operating license (i.e., an NR 181.44(12) cap); upgrading the existing
cover to neet the requirenents of a solid waste cap (i.e., an NR 504. 07
or Subtitle D cap); and upgrading the existing cover to neet the closure
requirenments for facilities with an operating license (i.e., an NR
181.44(13) or Subtitle C cap). Figures 4 through 6 describe typica
details of these caps.

Closure of the Site with a RCRA Subtitle Ccap is a potentially rel evant
and appropriate requirenent, because RCRA wastes (i.e., FO003 and FO005
listed waste) were di sposed of at the Site. Because this alternative
does
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not involve any treatnent to reduce the nobility, toxicity, or volunme of
waste, it was determ ned that the nore inperneabl e capping option
afforded by Subtitle C and NR 181 was both rel evant and appropriate
under this alternative. Therefore, only the Subtitle C cap will be
evaluated for this alternative during the conparative anal yses. No
treatment of contaminants is involved in this alternative.

The cap woul d be designed to cover disposal area A. The area to be
capped is approximately 240,000 sq ft (5.5 acres). The capital costs of
this alternative is approxi mately $2, 751,000, and annual Operation and
Mai nt enance (O&M) cost is $8,899. The 30-year Present Worth (PW cost is
$2, 888, 000. The anopunt of time necessary to inplenent this alternative
woul d be 7 nonths.

ALTERNATI VE 3: I N SITU VAPOR EXTRACTI ON AND CAPPI NG

In this alternative, the Waste/ sub-Soils in disposal area A woul d be
treated using In-Situ Vapor Extraction (ISVE). Gas is extracted fromthe
Wast e/ sub- Soi |l s through extraction wells placed strategically at the
Site. The gas travels fromthe wells through header pipes using a

bl ower. The off-gases would be treated and di scharged to the atnosphere.

Vapor extraction is used primarily for treating VOC contam nation. A
vapor extraction systemis relatively inexpensive and allows for process
flexibility during remediation activities. The major costs for this
technol ogy are the installation of extraction and injection wells. The
nunber of wells used may vary during operation to i nprove system
efficiency. By treating the Waste/sub-Soils in place w thout excavati on,
rel ease of untreated contam nants to the atnobsphere is avoi ded.

Prior to the inplementation of in-Situ Vapor Extraction, non-native
materials fromdisposal areas B and C will be consolidated to di sposal
area A. Approximtely 37,000 cubic yards of fill is needed to bring area
A up to required slopes before cap placenent. Consolidation of solid
waste materials fromareas B and Cw |l provide sonme of the required
fill material and will ensure that all site waste nmaterials are properly
confined. Then a |l ow perneability cap, which nmeets the requirenents of
NR 504.07, WAC, will be installed over disposal area A (see Figure 5).
The NR 504. 07 cap woul d reduce | eachate production by reducing
infiltration and woul d control noisture content in the Waste/sub-Soils
to inprove the Vapor Extraction system perfornmance.

As stated for Alternative 2, a RCRA Subtitle C cap would be potentially
rel evant and appropriate. The U S. EPA and WDNR have determ ned that for
this particular Alternative, the Subtitle C cap, while relevant, is not
appropri ate because construction of the I SVE systemwould inpair the
integrity of a Subtitle C cap. An NR 504.07 cap will provide an adequate
| evel of protection when conmbined with treatnent and can easily be
repaired after installation of the | SVE system

For the discharge of off-gas emtted fromthe Vapor Extraction
pr ocedur e,
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Chapter NR 445, WAC, Control of Hazardous Pollutants, is an ARAR The
of f-gases woul d be treated using a carbon adsorption systemin order to
nmeet NR 445, WAC. Spent carbon or other residues fromthe off-gases
treatment process will be sent back to the manufacture to be
regener at ed.

During full-scale I SVE inplenentation, a treatability study will be
performed to determine the feasibility of enhancing the natural

bi odegradati on of organi c conpounds. The treatability study woul d be
designed to determ ne the opti num anounts of nutrients (e.g., noisture,
oxygen, nitrogen, and phosphate) to be added to the WAste/ Sub-soils to
pronote biological activity without interfering with | SVE treatnent.

The vol unme of waste to be treated is approximately 67,650 cubic yards,
and the volunme of sub-surface soils to be treated is approxi mately

112, 000 cubic yards. The cap woul d be designed to cover disposal area A
within the arger ADC. The area to be capped is approxi mtely 240,000 sq
ft (5.5 acres). The capital costs of this alternative is approximately
$2, 679, 400, based upon a vapor extraction system of 25

I njection/Extraction wells. The average annual O&M cost is $29, 530, and
the 30-year PWcost is approximtely $3,299, 000. The anmount of tine
necessary to inplenment this alternative, including | SVE, would be 5
years.

ALTERNATI VE 4: WASTE CONSOLI DATI ON W TH BI OL.OG CAL TREATMENT, VAPOR
EXTRACTI ON_AND CAPPI NG

This alternative involves consolidating waste from di sposal areas A B
and Cinto an upgraded facility within the ADC. The upgraded facility
woul d be used as a treatnent/disposal cell. Waste woul d be consoli dated
usi ng conventional excavation equi pnment. Dewatering should not be
necessary, because the water table is below the predicted depth of
refuse. Once the treatnent/di sposal area has been upgraded, a high
permeability soil cover will be placed over the waste to all ow
infiltration of precipitation, and to mnimze direct contact risks
during the inplenentation of this alternative. Leachate produced in the
cell would be recircul ated back through the waste to pronote bi ol ogical

activity within the cell. Nutrients and mi croorgani sns may be added to
| eachate to enhance bi odegradati on. The excess | eachate produced during
and at the end of the inplenentation will be treated and di scharged to a

surface water. The RCRA Subtitle C cap would be installed over the
treatnment cell after treatnent
is conpleted.

Under this alternative, a |large depression would be created by waste
excavation from di sposal area A exposing contam nated subsurface soils.
Thi s depression would be filled with inported clean fill materials

foll owed by a NR 504. 07 solid waste cap. The remai ni ng cont am nat ed
subsurface soils would be treated with in-Situ Vapor Extraction.

For the construction of the retrofitted unit within the ACC, the State
and Federal hazardous waste landfill requirenents, NR 181, WAC, and 40
CFR 264. 301 were determned to be both relevant and appropriate. This
determ nati on was nmade because an entirely new treatnent/di sposal cel
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woul d be constructed within a mnimally contam nated area of the ADC.
The doubl e lined treatnent/di sposal cell would provide maxi num
protection for treatnment of the contam nants. After conpletion of
treatment, a RCRA Subtitle C (NR 181, WAC) cap woul d be pl aced over the
treatment/di sposal unit. The Subtitle C cap woul d be rel evant and
appropri ate because the integrity of the cap could be maintained and it
woul d provide protection to the treatnment/disposal unit. The LDR

requi rements are not ARARs for this alternative, because no "placenent™
of waste occurs. Upgrading an existing landfill facility to consolidate
wastes within the ADC does not constitute placenent, according to the
NCP

For the discharge of excess |eachate produced fromthis alternative,
the NR 105, WAC, Surface Water Quality for Toxic Substances, is an
ARAR. The excess | eachate would be treated in order to neet NR 105
standards. A toxicity characteristics |eaching procedure (“TCLP") test
wi |l be conducted for the treatnent sludge to determ ne whether further
treatnent is necessary for disposal in a RCRA conpliant landfill in
order to conmply with Land Di sposal Restrictions, ("LDRs").

The vol ume of waste to be consolidated and treated is approximtely
67, 650 cubic yards from di sposal area A and non-native materials from
di sposal areas B and C. The capital costs of this alternative is
approxi mately $12, 894, 000. The average annual O&M cost is $82, 300, and
the 30-year PWcost is approxi mately $14, 129, 000. The ampbunt of tine
necessary to inplement this alternative would be 10 years.

ALTERNATI VE 5: WASTE EXCAVATI ON W TH ON- SI TE | NCI NERATI ON, VAPOR
EXTRACTI ON AND CAPPI NG

This alternative incorporates waste excavation with on-site

i nci neration and di sposal. The excavation activities are the sane as
described in Alternative 4. On-Site materials handling, staging, and
storage ray al so be required. Waste would be characterized prior to
incineration. Treatnment residuals, such as ash and scrubber water,
woul d be further treated, if necessary, and disposed of off-Site in
accordance with the LDRs.

Under this alternative, a |arge depression would be created by waste
excavati on exposi ng contam nated sub-surface soils in disposal area A
Thi s depression would be filled with inported clean fill materials and
the non-native materials fromdi sposal areas B and C, followed by a
Solid Waste cap. The contam nated sub-surface soils would be treated
with | SVE

For this alternative, incineration would be done in an incinerator
whi ch neets the design requirements of 40 CER Part 264 Subpart O A

TCLP test will be conducted for the treatnent residuals, such as ash
and scrubber water, to determ ne whether further treatnent i s necessary
for disposal in a RCRA conpliant landfill in order to conmply with LDRs

requirement.

The vol unme of waste to be incinerated is approximately 67,650 cubic
yards from di sposal area A. The capital costs of this alternative is
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approxi mately $59, 410, 000. The average annual O&M cost is $22, 800, and
the 30-year PWcost is approximtely $59, 858, 000. The anount of tine
necessary to inplenment this alternative would be 5 years.

| X SUMVARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

A detail ed anal ysis was perfornmed on the five alternatives using the
nine evaluation criteria in order to select a source control renedy.
The following is a summary of the conparison of each alternative's
strength and weakness with respect to the nine evaluation criteria.
These nine criteria are:

1) Over-all Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

2) Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents
(ARAR S)

3) Long-Tem Effectiveness and Per manence

4) Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treat nment

5) Short-Term Effectiveness

6) Inplenmentability

7) Cost

8) State Acceptance

9) Conmunity Acceptance

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1, No Action, will not provide protection fromrisks
associated with site contam nants. Goundwater will continue to degrade
due to release fromthe source. Therefore, it will not be discussed any
further, since it is not protective and thus, not an acceptable
alternative.

Alternatives 2 through 5 will reduce contam nant migration fromthe
waste and mnimze any future direct contact threats. Alternative 3
through 5 al so provide treatnent, thus reducing the anount of

contam nants available to nove into the groundwater. Conti nued
groundwat er inpacts from Site contam nants will be reduced by varying
degrees by Alternatives 2 through 5. Alternative 3, In-Situ Vapor
Extraction, would provide protection fromexposure to the waste during
i npl enent ati on because treatnment would be in-situ and excavating the
waste is mninmzed. Direct contact exposure to contam nated waste and
soils may occur in Alternative 4 and 5 during excavation of disposa
area A

It is not the intent of the proposed alternatives to provide protection
fromrisks which ny be associated with contam nants currently existing
in the groundwater. Existing groundwater contam nation will be
addressed in the GCOU.

2. Conpliance with ARARs

The alternatives would conply with all applicable or relevant and
appropriate federal and state environnmental |aws. No wai ver woul d be
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necessary to inplenent these alternatives.

For Alternative 2, a RVA Subtitle C nulti-layer cap would be installed
in order to conply with RCRA cap design standards.

Alternatives 3 and 5 would neet the State landfill closure requirenents
(i.e., NR504.07, WAC). Alternative 4 would neet State (NR 181, WAQ
and Federal (40 CFR 264.301) hazardous waste landfill requirenents.
Alternative 4 also would neet the Federal RCRA Subtitle C cap
requirement.

NR 445, Control of Hazardous Pollutants, is an ARAR for Alternatives 3,
4 and 5. The extracted off-gases should be treated in order to nmeet NR
445 em ssion limt requirenents.

Toxi ¢ Substances Control Act (“TSCA’) is not an ARAR for this site
because PCBs detected at the Site, at a maxi mum | evel of 300 ppb, is

| ess than 5 ppm

The full listing of ARARs for the Site is contained in the FS.

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Per nenence

Resi dual risks associated with direct contact with wastes will be
reduced by each alternative through capping, which will mnimze direct
exposure to wastes. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 will reduce these risks
further by renpbving and treating, biodegrading or incinerating

contam nants. Ri sks associated with direct contact with waste materials
in the future will be mninmzed through inplenentation of institutional
controls.

Resi dual risks associated with mgration of contanmi nants fromthe
source to groundwater were considered greatest for Alternative 2,
because the wastes are only contained and not treated or destroyed.
Alternatives 3 through 5 provide the |owest residual risks to
groundwat er since the source of groundwater contam nation is being
treated.

Ef fectiveness is exclusively dependent on maintaining the integrity of
the cap over the long termfor Alternative 2. Alternative 2 will not
remove contam nants, within the waste which could ultimately mgrate to
the groundwater. Therefore, maintenance of the cap is key to the

| ong-term ef fecti veness and permanence of this alternative.

Al'ternative 2 through 4 will be effective in achieving renedial
objectives through installation of nmulti-layer cap, which will limt
the infiltration of precipitation through the landfill and preclude the
| eachi ng of contam nants into the groundwater.

Alternative 3 will be effective in renoving VOCs in the Waste/sub-Soil s
t hrough vapor extraction. In addition, the installation of the solid
waste cap will mnimze the | eaching of contam nants into the
groundwat er .

Alternative 4 is anticipated to be effective in achieving renedial
obj ectives through biol ogi cal degradation. Tests at other sites have
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denonstrated that biorenediation is a prom sing technol ogy. However,
its application to this site would have to be verified. Alternative 5
is anticipated to be effective in renoving contamnants in the | andfil
t hrough contam nant destruction (incineration) permanently. Each of
Alternatives 2 through 5 are anticipated to require system nonitoring
and mai ntenance of the integrity of the landfill cover materials.

4. Reduction of toxicity, nobility or volune (TMV) through Treatnent

Alternative 2 does not provide treatnment of contam nants to reduce the
mobility, toxicity or volume of either the waste or the sub-waste
soi |l s.

Alternative 3 through 5 will reduce toxicity, nmobility, or volune of
the contam nants through treatnment of Waste/sub-Soils. Alternative 3,
in addition to the multi-layer cap, is estinmated to renove as nuch as
90 percent of the VOCs fromthe Waste/sub-Soils through the

i npl enmentation of ISVE, but will not address chemicals with | ow
volatility (e.g., phenols and barium. Because seni-volatiles are not
treated by ISVE, treatability tests for degradation of sem -volatiles
by m crobial methods will be explored during full-scale | SVE

i npl ementation. For alternatives 3, 4 and 5, the extracted VOCs in the
air streamw |l eventually be destroyed through the regeneration of the
car bon.

Alternative 4 uses |eachate recirculation in the waste to pronote

bi ol ogi cal degradati on of the contam nation. Leachate recircul ation
could potentially reduce 100 percent of the VOCs contami nation, if the
process is given enough tine. During treatnent, the waste will be
within a RCRA type call where mgration of contam nants into the
groundwater will be mnimzed to the extent possible.

Alternative 5 will destroy the VOCs and sem -VOCs present in the Waste
per manent|ly through incinerating the waste nass.

5. Short-term Eff ecti veness

Alternative 2 and 3 can be inplenented shortly after design approval
because there are no substantive permt requirenents. Alternatives 4
and 5 wll require the longest tine to inplenent due to the need to
nmeet substantive permt requirenents to site new di sposal and treatnment
facilities. At least one, and as nany as two to three years, may be
required to conply with air and water quality discharge requirenents,
and performthe necessary treatability studies and test burns. These
steps would likely require several years to conplete before a ful

scal e system woul d be operational.

A low risk would be posed to renediati on workers and the comunity
during the inplementation of Alternative 5 related to potenti al
exposure to incinerator off-gases. This risk is anticipated to be | ow
benmuse nonitoring of air contam nants at the Site boundary will be
conducted to ensure that acceptable |levels are maintained. Alternatives
whi ch require excavation of site wastes (Alternatives 4 and 5) may pose
a potential risk to remedi ati on workers via direct exposure to wastes,
dusts and VCCS.
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Alternative 5 Waste Excavation with on-site Incineration, my pose
added risks to the community and workers due to increased air

em ssions. However, the |l evels of potential contam nant exposure to
remedi ati on workers could be mninmzed by the use of persona

protective equi pnent and standard dust control neasures in each
alternative. Alternatives 2 and 3 are anticipated to pose mnimal risks
to remedi ati on workers and the comunity because they do not involve
excavating the waste. Additional risks to the surroundi ng ecol ogy were
not consi dered appreciable for any of the alternatives.

6. |nplenmentability

Alternatives 2 is the easiest to technically inplenent conpared to the
other three alternatives. Alternative 3 is somewhat easier to inplenent
than Alternative 4 and 5 because it involves |ess construction at the
Site. The nost difficult alternative to inplenment would be Alternative
5. Difficulties associated with this alternative include accessing a
suppl ementary fuel source on-site, disposing of the ash, supplying
sufficient water needed for the scrubbers, and treating and di sposing
the contam nated scrubber water. Alternatives 3 and 4 would both be
relatively straightforward to inplenent technically. Admnistratively,
alternatives 2 and 3 are easier than alternatives 4 and 5 because they
i nvol ve | ess coordination with rel evant agenci es.

Alternatives 2 through 4 require services and materials that should be
available. It is assuned that appropriate material to perform cap
construction could be obtained froma borrow source | ocated within four
mles of the Site. For Alternative 5 materials and services are

avail able, but their availability is nore restricted than the other

al ternatives.

7. Cost

Al'ternative 2 involves a capital costs of $2,751, 000, annual Operation
and Mai ntenance (O&\) costs of $8,899 and a 30-year Present Worth (PW
cost of $2, 888, 000.

Alternative 3 involves a capital costs of $2,679, 400, average annua
&M cost of $29,530, and a 30-year PWcost of $3,299, 000.

Alternative 4 involves a capital costs of $12,894,000, average annua
&M cost of $82,300, and a 30-year PWcost of $14, 129, 000.

Alternative 5 involves a capital costs of $59,410,000, average annua
&M cost of $22,800, and a 30-year PWcost of $59, 858, 000.

8. State Acceptance

The State of Wsconsin is in agreenent with the U S. EPA s anal yses
and recommendations presented in the RI/FS and the proposed plan. The
State concurs with the selected alternative (presented in Section X
bel ow) .
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9. Comunity Acceptance

The specific coments received and U S. EPA' s responses are outlined in
the Attached Responsiveness Summary.

X THE SELECTED REMEDY

As provided in CERCLA and the NCP, and based upon the eval uation of the
RI/FS and the nine criteria, the US. EPA, in consultation with the
WONR, has selected Alternative 3 as the source control renedial action
at the Hagen Farm Site.

The maj or conponents of Alternative 3 include the follow ng:

* Wthin the larger ACC, the non-native material fromthe di sposal

areas B and C will be consolidated in disposal area A. All waste
novenent will be done within the ACC. No placenent will occur. The
excavat ed depression areas within disposal areas B and C wll be
filled with clean soil and | andscaped with vegetation native to the
ar ea.

* The Cap will be placed on disposal area A in conmpliance with the
current requirenents of Ch. NR 504.07, WAC for closure of solid
wast e di sposal facilities. The cap will consist of a grading |ayer,
a mnimum 2-foot clay |layer (conpacted to a perneability of 1 x 107
cnmls or less), a gravel drainage |layer, a frost protective soi
| ayer, and a mininmum 6 inches top soil |ayer (see Figure 5). The cap
will be constructed prior to the pilot-scale test and full-scale
i npl enentation of the in-Situ Vapor Extraction. The integrity of the
cap will be maintained during the I SVE inplenmentation and for many
years afterwards.

* In-Situ Vapor Extraction will be inplenmented in the contam nated
wast e refuse and sub-surface soils of disposal area A. Prior to the
full-scale inplenmentation of the ISVE, a pilot-scale test will be
conducted at the Site to determ ne the renedial design paraneters
(i.e., nunmber of extraction and injection wells, the spacing between
well's, punmping rate) to achieve maxi mumrenoval of the VOC s. The
goal of the ISVE extraction will be 90 percent renoval of Vocs in
t he Wast e/ sub- Soi | s.

* During the full-scale ISVE inplenentation, a treatability study will
be performed to examine the feasibility of adding essential
nutrients (e.g., noisture, oxygen, nitrogen, and phosphate) to the
Wast e/ sub-Soils in order to enhance the natural m crobial
degradati on of organi c conpounds. The study will be designed to
determ ne the opti mum anounts of nutrients to be added to the
Waste/sub-Soils in order to pronbote the mcroactivities, wthout
decreasing the mass renpoval of the VOCs by ISVE If determned to be
feasible, this treatnent will be inplenented as part of the renedy.

* (Of-gas emtted fromthe extraction wells will be treated using a
carbon adsorption systemin order to neet the air quality standards
of the State, NR 445, WAC. The spent carbon or any ot her residues
fromthis off-gas treatnent process will be sent back to the
manuf acturer to be
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regenerated, thus they are not subject to LDRs.

* Institutional controls would be relied upon to provide additional
ef fectiveness to the renedy. These include zoning restriction, deed
notice, and construction of a fence.

XI___STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renedy nust satisfy the requirenents of Section 121 of
CERCLA to:

a. protect human health and environnent;

b. conply with ARARs;

c. Be cost-effective;

d. Uilize permanent solutions and alternate treatnent technol ogies
to the maxi num extent practicable; and,

e. Satisfy the preference for treatnent as a principle el enent of

the remedy or docunment in the ROD why the preference for
treat ment was not satisfied.

The inplenentation of Alternative 3 at the Site satisfies the
requi rements of CERCLA as detail ed bel ow

a. Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

| mpl ement ati on of the selected alternative will reduce and control
potential risks to human health posed by exposure to contam nated waste
and air em ssion by treating contanm nated Wast e/ sub- Soi | s.

Capping the landfill, in addition to reducing any potential risks posed
by direct exposure to contam nated waste, will reduce the infiltration
of precipitation through the landfill. G oundwater contam nant | oadi ng
will thus be reduced. In-Situ Vapor Extraction of the contam nated

Wast e/ sub-Soils will also reduce the groundwater contam nant | oadi ng.

No unacceptabl e short-temrisks will be caused by inplenentation of the
renmedy. The site workers may be exposed to noi se and dust nui sances
during construction of the cap. |SVE should not present short-term

ri sks due to VOC em ssion if properly designed and nonitored. A
Standard Safety programw || manage any short-termrisks. Dust contro
measures and off-gas treatnment woul d reduce those risks as well.

b. Conpliance with ARARS

An NR 504.07 Solid Waste cap is an ARAR for Alternative 3. A RCRA
Subtitle C cap, while relevant, is not appropriate, as described in
Section VIIl of this ROD. NR 445, WAC, Control of Hazardous Poll utants,
is an ARAR for the discharge of off-gas fromthe vapor extraction
procedur e.

Conmpliance with Wsconsin Statute, Chapter 160 and NR 140, WAC, will be
achi eved through the selection of the final remedy for the GCQU for
this
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site.

The selected renedy will attain all Federal and state applicable or
rel evant and appropriate environnmental requirenents.

c. Cost-FEffectiveness

Alternative 3 is a cost-effective alternative providing for Protection
of human health and the environnment and | ong-term effectiveness.
Alternative 2 is sonewhat | ess expensive than the sel ected renedy, but
provides a | esser degree of long-termeffectiveness because no
treatment of contami nants is involved. Because there is no treatnent,
there is a greater risk of contaminants entering the groundwater with
Alternative 2 over the long term Alternative 4 is four-tines nore
expensive than Alternative 3 without providing proportiona
effectiveness. Alternative 5 (Incineration) is the nost expensive
renmedy. Although Alternative 5 provides conplete destruction of the
contam nants at the Site, Alternative 3 provides simlar effectiveness
t hrough a conbi nation of treatnment and contai nnent of the residuals at
far | ess cost.

d. Uilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent
Technol ogi es or Recovery Technol ogies to the Maxi mum Ext ent
Practi cabl e

U.S. EPA and the State of Wsconsin believe the selected renedy
represents the maxi num extent to whi ch permanent sol utions and
treatment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for
the SCQU renedy at the Hagen Farmsite. O the alternatives that are
protective of human health and the environnment and conply with ARARs,
U.S. EPA and the State have determ ned that the selected renedy

provi des the best bal ance of tradeoffs in terns of |ong-term

ef fecti veness and permanence, reduction in toxicity, nmobility or vol ume
achi eved through treatnment, short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability,
cost, also considering the statutory preference for treatnment as a
princi pal element and considering State and comunity acceptance.

Alternative 3 reduces the toxicity, nobility, and volunme of the

contam nants in the Waste/sub-soils; conplies with ARARS; provides

| ong-term effectiveness; and protects human health and the environment
equally as well as Alternatives 4 and 5. In ternms of short-term
effectiveness, Alternative 3 has the shortest tine to inplenent because
there are no substantive permt requirenents, as needed for
Alternatives 4 and 5. Alternative 3 also poses mnimal risk to
remedi ati on workers and the community during the inplementation period
because it does not involve excavating the waste. Alternative 3 will be
easier to inplenent technically because it requires | ess construction,
and admi nistratively because it will require |less coordination with

rel evant agencies. Finally, Aternative 3 costs the |east of the
protective alternatives that utilize treatnment. The major tradeoffs
that provide the basis for this selection decision are short-term

ef fectiveness, inplenmentability, and cost. The selected renedy is nore
reliable and can be inplenmented nore quickly, with less difficulty and
at less cost than the other treatnment alternatives and
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is therefore determ ned to be the nost appropriate solution for the
contam nated Waste/sub-Soils at the Hagen Farmsite.

The state of Wsconsin is in concurrence with the selected renedy. A
public comment was received concerning the cost of the renedy, and this
comment is fully addressed in the Responsiveness Sumary.

e. Preference for treatnent as a Principal el enent

The groundwat er contam nant plunme will be addressed in a second
operabl e unit. Because the selected alternative treats the VOCs, which
are the continuing source of groundwater contam nation, it will address
the principal threat for the SCOU at the Site through treatnment and
satisfies the preference for treatnent as a principal element. In
addition, during full-scale inplenentation of |SVE, enhanced bi ol ogi cal
treatnent of sem -Vocs will be investigated and if feasible,

i npl emented as part of this renedy.
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FIGOERE 4
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TABLE1

Groundwater Quality Summary

VOCs and Semi-VOCs at Source Characterization Wells

VOCs
2-Butanone
Toluene
Ethylbenzene
Xylenes

Terahydrofuran

Semi-VOCs

Benzoic Acid
2,4-Dimethylphenol
4-Methylphenol

Phenol
1,4-Dichlorobenzene
Benzyl Alcohol
Bis(2-Chloroisopropy)Ether
Naphtalene
4-Chloro-3-Methylphenol
Diethylphthalate
Bis92-Ethylhexy)Phthalate
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate

Notes

Hagen Farm FS

Concentrations (ug/l)

Maximum

4,400,000
20

2,400
35,000
630,000

29,000
330
6,100
5,600
10

26

19

verage

2,620
20
99
1,066
5,695

780
153
243
3,816
10

26

19

4.5
18

No. Wells With
Detection @

g o Wk W

[ T S e e e e N o I S N

(1) Geometric averages for positive detects at each well are calculated for duplicate
analysis and multiple rounds, where applicable. Geometric average were then
calculated using one single or, where more than one sample was obtained from a given

well, average value for each well (5 wells).

(2) Out of five wells. Some wells had more than one sample analyzed as indicated in (1).


Data Services

Data Services

Data Services


TABLE 2

Source Characterization Summary
Analytical Results of Refuse Samples
Hagen Farm FS

Concentration
Geometric Number of @
Compound Mean Maximum Samples
Inorganic (mg/kq)
Aluminum 7,690 13,000 10
Arsenic 3.1 4.6 10
Barium 96.8 2,550 10
Cadmium 1.3 1.8 8
Calcium 23,100 43,900 10
Chromium 10.7 16 10
Cobalt 296 296 1
Copper 15.6 160 10
Iron 11,100 15,900 10
Lead 24.4 107 10
Magnesium 14,800 26,500 10
Manganese 329 660 10
Mercury 0.12 0.42 6
Nickel 21.6 387 10
Pottasium 659 1,140 10
Sodium 1,550 4,920 2
Vanadium 184 29.8 10
Zinc 74.8 499 10
Semivolatiles (ug/kg)
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 280 280* 2
Naphthalene 46 46* 1
Diethylphthalate 48 48* 1
Di-n-Butylphthalate 130 690 3
Fluoranthene 67 67* 1
Butylbenzylphthalate 220 18,000 8
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 3,410 120,000 9
Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 320 5,300 7
Phenanthrene 53 67* 2
Unknown Semivolatiles® 2,120 1,261,985 10



TABLE 2
(Continued)

Concentration
Geometric Number of @
Compound Mean Maximum Samples
Pesticide/PCB'’s (ug/kq)
Dieldrin 11.6 11.6 1
4,4'-DDE 18.2 18.2 1
4,4'-DDD 11.9 128 4
4,4-DDT 19.2 19.2 1
PCB-1242 104.8 284 4
PCB-1248 338 338 1
PCB-1254 222 222 1

Notes

(1) Out of 10 total sampling locations (Test Pits RS01 to RS10), excluding RS08
duplicate.

(2) Sum of tentatively identified compounds.

* |ndicates concentration is below method quantitation limit. Value is
estimated.



Conpounds

2- but anone

Et hyl benzene
Tol uene

Xyl enes

Tet r ahydr of ur an
Vi nyl chloride?
Arseni c2

Bari um

Lead

Mer cury

TABLE 3
COVPARI SON OF SI TE CONCENTRATI ON DATA

W TH FEDERAL AND

Maxi mum
Concentration

4, 400, 000
4,400

550

35, 000
630, 000
77

25.2

1,570

1. Proposed standards
2. 10°% cancer risk for vinyl chlori

0.03 ug/l.

STATE STANDARDS (UG L)

Feder al State State
St andard St andard St andard Sour ce
(MCL) (PAL) (ES)
N A 90! 4601 SCW
700? 272 1360 MV
2, 000 68. 6 343 MWV
10, 000* 124 620 SCW
N A 10 50 SCW
2 0. 0015 0.2 MV
50 5 50 SCW
1, 000 200 1000 SCW
50 5 50 SCW
2 0.2 2 SCW

de is 0.015 ug/l, and for arsenic is

3. Lead was detected at concentration of 997 ug/l in |eachate well

* MCL : Maxi mum Cont am nant Level, Drinking Water Regul ation

* PAL : Preventive Action Limt, Ch. NR 140

* ES : Enforcenent Standard

* SCW: Source Characterization Well |ocated at refuse di sposal area
* MW : Mnitoring well |ocated at or around | andfil

* NNA : Not Available

** Al of above conpounds were not

background groundwater well .

det ect ed above detection limt

at



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
HAGEN FARM SI TE
SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNI'T
DANE COUNTY, W SCONSI N

PURPOSE

Thi s responsiveness summary, required by the Superfund Law, provides a sumrary
of citizen's comments and concerns identified and received during the public
comment period, and U S. EPA' s responses to those comments and concerns. Al
comments received by U S. EPA during the public comment period will be
considered in the selection of the remedial alternative for the Site. The
responsi veness sunmary serves two purposes: It provides U S. EPA with

i nformati on about comunity preferences and concerns regardi ng the renedia
alternatives, and it shows nenbers of the community how their comrents were

i ncorporated into the decision-nmeking process.

Thi s docunent sunmarizes one witten conment received during the public
comment period of July 11 to August 10, 1990. The public neeting was held at
7:00 p.m on August 2, 1990 at Dunkirk Town Hall, Stoughton, Wsconsin. No
comments were submitted during the public neeting.

OVERVI EW
The preferred alternative for the Hagen Farm site was announced to the public
just prior to the beginning of the public conment period. The preferred

alternative includes:

i Installation of a WDNR required NR 504 solid waste cap over disposa
area A after consolidation;

In-Situ Vapor Extraction of the waste refuse and subsurface soils in
di sposal area A

i Of-gas treatnment through carbon adsorption.

PUBLI C COMVENT AND AGENCY RESPONSE

COWMMENT: It is unwise to spend nore than $2 mllion of the taxpayers' npney
to remedi ate the Hagen Farm site which will not affect anyone. The nobney
shoul d be spent to control cigarette snoking which kills thousands of people
each year. In addition, the conmentor stated U S. EPA should be active in
alleviating "drunk drivers."

RESPONSE: It is believed that the wastes in the Hagen Farm |l andfill have been
contaminating the groundwater at the site. If the Agency does not renediate
this contam nated landfill now, the landfill would contam nate the groundwater

continuously in the future, and people who use this groundwater as their
dri nki ng
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water will be affected. Therefore, it is inportant and wise to renediate the
contaminated landfill. We expect that the funds to renediate this site wll
come fromthe parties determned to be potentially responsible for the
contamination, not fromthe taxpayers. The issue of a referendum concerning
snmoking in public places is not within the scope of the Superfund program
Instead, this is a local matter and should be addressed to the city council.
U.S. EPA al so cannot address the commentor's statement on "drunk drivers”
because that subject is not within the scope of the Superfund program Such
concerns should be brought to the attention of State or Local |awrakers.
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0 NO, S0R-267-585T

SOLD WASTE TELEFAX NO. $08-26T.2TFR

September 6, 1990 IN REPLY REFER TO: 4440
Mr. Valdas V. Adamkus, Regional Administrator 0. WMD
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency CC: RF

230 S. Dearborn Street FREEMAN

Chicago, IL 60604

SUBJECT: Selected Superfund Remedy
Hagen Farm Site
Dunkirk Township, Dane County, WI

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

The Department is providing you with this letter to document our position on the proposed source control
operable unit for the Hagen Farm Site. The proposal, as identified in the draft Record of Decision,
includes the following:

Alternative 3: In-Situ Vapor Extraction and Capping

Non-native waste materials from disposal areas B and C would'be consolidated to
disposal area A. The waste and contaminated sub-soil materials in disposal area A
would be treated using In-Situ Vapor Extraction (ISVE). A low permeability cap
meeting the Wisconsin requirements for capping municipal landfills will be placed
over disposal area A.

Estimated Costs: Construction - $2,679,400
Operation and Maintenance $29,530 30
Year Present Worth - $3,299,000

The total 30 year present net worth for the Hagen Farm Source Control Operable Unit is approximately
$3,299,000. The Department concurs with Alternative 3, as described in the Record of Decision for this
operable unit. RECEIVED

SEP 1 2 139

U. 5 EPA REGION &
DFFICE 0F REGIGIAL AT )\ STRATOR



Mr. Adamkus September 6, 1990 2

The State of Wisconsin will contribute 10% of the remedial action costs associated with this source
control operable unit at the Hagen Farm Site if the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) do not agree to
fund the remedy. This assurance assumes that EPA will pursue all legal action against the PRPs,
including issuance of a unilateral order and litigation of such order, prior to expending the Fund.

We also understand that our staff will continue to work in close consultation with your staff during the
remaining Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study work associated with the groundwater control
operable unit at the Hagen Farm Site, as well as during the design and construction of the source control
operable unit remedy.

Thank you for your support and cooperation in addressing this contamination problem at the Hagen Farm
Site in Dunkirk Township. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Paul
Didier,.Director of the Bureau of Solid and Hazardous Waste Management, at (608) 266-1327.

Sincerely,

¢. 0.{Besaliny V]

Secretary
CDB:SB

CC.  Lyman Wible - AD/5
Linda Meyer - LC/5
Paul Didier - SW/3
Joe Brusca SOD
Pat McCutcheon/Mike Schmoller - SOD
Jae Lee - EPA Region V (5HS/11)
Mark Giesfeldt/Sue Bangert/Terry Evanson SW/3



